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Identification of prior art discussed: . 
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Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sfieet . 
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allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant's representatives indicated that, in the inventive example 
1 , the polymer supported catalyst has higher activity and produces polymer with higher branching index compared with 
comparative example 2. However, the polymerizations for example I and comparative example 2 were not conducted 
under the same condition, example 1 in gas phase and comparative example 2 in slurry. Therefore, applicants are 
advised to provide further evidence to show unexpected results. 



